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Abstract 
This case study was carried out in teacher training university (TALEGHANI and MADANI 
campuses) in the academic year 2014-2015. All the staff with the professional and higher grade and 
trainers were selected and their opinions collected by questionnaire (Reliability α= 0.96 Validity: 
experts' opinions and factor analysis). The results showed that: Average scores for Organizational 
Learning of teachers training University Qom (80.29) out of 135 and was moderate. One sample t-
test: no significant differences between the neutral point (81). Organizational learning score (72.8) 
was below average at the TALEGHANI. There was a significant difference (95%), with the neutral 
point (81). Organizational Learning score (88.7) at the MADANI, was higher than average. There 
was a significant difference (95%), with the neutral point (81). Components of personal mastery, 
mental models, systems thinking, were moderate in two campuses. Shared vision component was 
moderate in TALEGHANI and in MADANI was higher (16.62), there was a significant difference 
with the neutral point with (95%) confidence. Average score in team learning component was 
moderate in TALEGHANI and in MADANI was higher (14.12), a significant difference with the 
neutral point with (99%) confidence. MADANI Campus was higher than TALEGHANI in the five 
components of Learning Organization significantly (99% confidence). 
Keywords: Learning organization, FARHANGIAN University, teacher training university 
Introduction 
In fact we can say that the dominant feature of today's world is a change that affects all the 
contexts  (Seyes Abbas Zade, 2009). Similary organizations to survive need to change and have to 
adapt themselves with the changes that occur in their environment. An organization must recognize 
that change is permanent, and should be changed regularly and consistently. Large organizations 
need to find ways to work flexibly just like small organizations (Daft, 2004). 
In order to redesign successfully, the learning at the individual level in the organization must 
be transferred to all levels of learning (i.e. individual, group, and organization), so that a new shared 
understanding is developed across the organization (Sun, 2006). 
The rapid and continuous development of our times, has had consequences for education. 
Educational system requires new and innovative ideas to keep up with these changes and to deal 
with their challenges (Nasr, Safi, & Nili, 2006). Murphy (1990) says in Education System, 
something must be valued  and kept but  it is an astonishing  issue  that  time is changing  but we 
don’t  like to change and  restructure  our minds. Schools in the 1990s are the same in the 1890s, 
only with a new coating of paint (Alagheband, 2006). Education  system Certainly  has more  
responsibility than other organization s about training of  innovation and creativity because it makes 
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the main infrastructure of personalities and attitudes of people  and  if this organization works hard 
on this way, it will  be easier to expect more creativity  and  innovation in society (Rahman seresht, 
2008). 
 Teachers are the most important agents of change and innovation in education. As a unit of 
change, their needs and expectations must be considered. So that it is necessary to evaluate the level 
of creativity and innovation of teachers and to recognize the factors that affect this level. To 
establish any successful change and innovation in education, teachers should be motivated and have 
the ability to accept and implement new ideas. Final chance for any change and reform in education 
is in the hands, brains and hearts of those who work in schools. 
The Teacher training University that is training the manpower, it is the  institution  that trains 
the manpower knowledge, attitudes and necessary skills for staffing the school and trains them for 
more efficiency, effectiveness and productivity and  in a word, prepares them for more  productivity 
in educational activities. 
The purpose of this research is the review the present status of organizational learning in the 
teacher training institutions that are teaching units of the Teacher training University. 
In the virtual age of digital and new concepts such as rational society, knowledge-
management economy and molecular, quantum and knowledge management, the fourth wave of 
humans, life history is emerging. Having the appropriate information tools and communication 
facilities to suit new circumstances, employees who are Knowledge-oriented and learner and their 
skills are based on constant quality are the success of any educational organization, like other 
organizations in the 21st century before it is tied to physical resources, it is due to intellectual 
capitals in acquisition, documentation and faster and more effective transfer of knowledge and 
competition. To ensure the success of the university, all staff should be necessarily involved in its 
implementation .Demands and desires of group are attained where new patterns of thinking are 
developed and individuals continually learn how to learn systematic thinking, and with the group 
learning, mental models and interacting achieve a common prospect and make interior their 
individual abilities which are both implicit and explicit, in the form of informal and formal meetings 
and interact with other members who are in higher education. So turning the university into a 
learning organization (LO) implies a change in the mode of thought and finding the source of 
movement that this is a complex issue. 
Addressing the state of organizational learning in the Teacher training University helps to 
detect the current state of this educational organization and will prepare managers to make 
appropriate changes to move towards a LO or strengthen its Research Goals. 
 General Purpose: To investigate the current state of organizational learning at the University 
of Qom (case study centers Ayatollah TALEGHANI and Martyr Ayatollah MADANI in the 2014-
2015 school year. 
To achieve the above objective, the following questions were discussed: 
 (1) How is the current state of organizational learning at the Teacher training University of 
Qom? 
(2)How is the current state of organizational learning at the Teacher training center Ayatollah 
TALEGHANI of Qom?  
(3)How is the current state of organizational learning at the Teacher training center Ayatollah 
MADANI? 
(4)How is the organizational learning difference in Teacher Training Center Five Ayatollah 
TALEGHANI and Ayatollah MADANI? 
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(5)How are five components of organizational learning (personal mastery, mental models, 
shared goals (vision), team learning, and systematic thinking) in Teacher Training Center, Ayatollah 
TALEGHANI of Qom? 
(6)How are five components of organizational learning (personal mastery, mental models, 
shared goals (vision), team learning, and systematic thinking) in Teacher Training Center, Ayatollah 
MADANI of Qom? 
(7)How are five components of organizational learning differences in Teacher Training 
Center Ayatollah TALEGHANI and Ayatollah MADANI? 
Literature review 
Organizational learning is a new theory that Peter Senge has provided in 1990,that is 
searching new ways to meet today's changing and evolving world (Yaghubi, 2008).  Art and method 
of learner organization try to talk about the changes that must occur in managers to adapt themselves 
to the conditions and the staggering changes. In the learner organization, all individuals involved in 
the identification and problem solving, the organization can learn new experiences, improves its 
affairs and increases its abilities (Kontoghiorghes, Awbre, & Pamela, 2005). 
Due to the increasing complexity of organizational environment and increasing uncertainty 
in the external environment of organization, the concept of learner organization is very valid. 
Adaptation ability of organization to the changing environment depends on the level of learning. In 
competition with other organizations, an organization must learn better than its rivals and applies 
their knowledge faster and further than that they apply throughout the organization. Nowadays, 
organizations and their employees must adapt constantly themselves to new conditions and 
situations in order to be able to survive in the long term. This is the reality of the new organizations 
(Crainer, 1998).With rapid changes in the external environment, it is difficult for organizations (if 
not impossible) to reveal all the necessary capabilities. And it is the learning that can keep 
organizations in competitive advantage (Sun, 2006). According to Peter Senge, organizations, in 
today's complex world, should have the ability to adapt with continuous changes in order to achieve 
success, in other words, they must be learner organizations (Eskildsen, Dahlgaard, & Norgaard, 
1999). 
To redesign (reengineering) an organization successfully, the learning must be transferred 
from the individual level to all levels (ie, individual, group, organization), so that a new shared 
understanding is developed across the organization (Sun, 2006).  
Systematic thinking 
Organizational level 
Teamwork, shared vision 
Group level 
Personal mastery, mental models 
Individual level 
Figure 1: Levels of learning in learner organization 
Learner organizations are organizations where knowledge creation, new knowledge   
Innovation and creativity aren't a specialized job, but is a common concern and is a method which 
acts in the whole of its members. In other words, the learner organization is an organization where 
every individual is creative and innovative. The members of this organization are encouraged to 
hold group discussions, and explore new ideas and thoughts and foster innovation (Chinowsky & 
Carrillo, 2007). 
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The rapid and continuous development of the present age has had consequences for 
education. To keep up with these changes and to deal with their challenges, education system 
requires new and innovative ideas (Nasr, Safi, & Nili, 2006). 
Murphy (1990) says on  Education  system , something must be valued  and kept but  it is an 
astonishing  issue  that  time is changing  but we don’t  like to change or  restructure  our minds. 
Schools in the 1990s are the same in the 1890s, only with a new coating of paint (Alagheband, 
2006). Education system certainly has more responsibility than other organizations about training of 
innovation and creativity because it makes the main infrastructure of personalities and attitudes of 
people and if this organization works hard on this way, it will be easier to expect more creativity and 
innovation in the society (Rahman seresht, 2008)   
Learner organization  
The basis of the learner organization is the idea of learning by learning through practice or 
experiential learning, a concept that was developed by John Dewey in 1938.This type of learning 
differs from many of our assumptions about learning: that learning is individual, learning has start 
and end point, learning should be separated from the rest of our activities or that learning requires 
teaching (Carvalert, 1996). Chris Argyris and Donald Shawn in the 1970s, suggested the term of 
organizational learning in management literature (Liao, Fei, & Liu, 2008). Shawn and Argyris 
together developed a concept that is appointed by expression of Single-loop learning and triple-loop 
learning. Single-loop learning attempts to solve problems, resolve discrepancy and coordinate the 
activities and their results simply by changing the activities. It ignores the fundamental problems 
and edits goals, strategies and values and tries to keep current situation. This type of learning is 
adaptive and not productive (Senge, 1990). 
It is a passive process to solve problems after creating problems (Garvin, 1993). In addition 
to detection and correction of errors, double-loop learning questions about norms, processes, 
policies and objectives then to correct them (Skyttner, 1998).This type of learning is an active 
process that occurs before the occurrence of the problem (Garvin, 1993). Triple-loop learning is 
productive when it is necessary that current knowledge isn’t enough to access the targets and we 
need perfect change in our mental models (Senge, 1990). This type of learning can be called 
learning to learn. In 1990, Peter Senge, the professor of Management Department of Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, published  a book called "Fifth Discipline", he put the phrase of "an 
organization that teaches" in the priority of the organizational level programs and scientific and 
professional conferences (Liao, Fei, & Liu, 2008). 
The organization consists of many people and when they don’t learn the learning process and 
don't become a learner element, the organization can't be changed to a learner organization. Kim 
(1993) and Morgan (1997) described the process of organizational learning as the acquisition, 
interpretation and implementation of new knowledge. Similarly, Huber (1991) defined 
organizational learning as a process of acquisition, distribution, interpretation and accumulation 
(storage) of new knowledge (Mets & Torokoff, 2007). 
Senge defines a learner organization as an organization where individuals are continually 
developing their capacity to obtain results that are truly seeking.   Where new patterns of thinking are 
growing, where willing and desires of group are realized, and finally a collection where individuals 
are continually learning how to learn (Kezar, 2005). Garvyn says, a learner organization is an 
organization whose expertise is  creativity, acquisition, transfer of knowledge and modification of 
individuals, behavior to reflect new knowledge and insights (OConnor & Kotze, 2008). Peter Senge 
recounts five principles that change the organizations to a learner organization as the following: 
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personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, team learning and systematic thinking (Kezar, 
2005).  
Systematic thinking  
The principle of advanced Systematic thinking primarily returns to German biologist, 
Ludwig Von Bertalanffy (1972-1901) (Bartell, 2001). This principle links all of the principles and 
makes them a framework for creating a learner organization. This principle forms the basis of 
organizational learning. Systematic thinking is different from our usual method that focuses on the 
current events (Eskildsen, Dahlgaard, & Norgaard, 1999). The systematic thinking is a discipline 
that combines other disciplines in a coherent body of theoretical and practical aspects (Giesecke & 
Mcneil, 2004). 
Personal mastery 
Personal mastery or capability is a system in which an individual makes its own views 
constantly clearer and deeper, focuses on his energy, develops his patience and finally finds realities 
fairly (Kezar, 2005). Personal mastery is beyond the superficial learning. In personal mastery, we 
may learn a new skill and learn how to apply this skill in our work to make the organization move 
forward. 
A key part of personal mastery is the understanding of the creative tension between the 
current reality and future goals. Personal mastery connects personal performance to organizational 
performance functions (Isaac & Bamburg, 1992). Personal Mastery is important for the 
organizational concept because teams and organizations can change only through personal learning 
in order to enhance their own effectiveness. Personal mastery is a platform on which shared vision 
and team are built (Akhavan & Jafari, 2006). 
Mental models  
Mental models are very deep attitudes or even pictures that affect our understanding of the 
world and our practice. Many times we do not fully understand about our mental models and their 
effect on our performance.  As for the various situations of the management in various situations and 
what we can do and what we can't do, mental models hide in the depths of our nature (Kezar, 2005). 
In learner organizations, people challenge perception and attitudes from the existing realities 
(Bowen, Rose, & Ware, 2006). As we review and revise our mental models, we can begin to change 
them for expanding a set of shared mental models by teams, groups or organizations (Paterson, 
1999). 
Shared vision 
Creating a shared vision on the future organization members about future that are willing to 
create, is the third principle. Unity and shared vision has been the key for success in successful 
organizations (Eskildsen, Dahlgaard, & Norgaard, 1999).This idea has always been to inspire 
organizations in leadership. It is hard to mention an organization that have reached a degree of 
success without goals, values and ideals that deeply are accepted on the institution (Kezar, 2005). A 
common vision with respect to the personal views of employees can connect them. The shared 
vision also can serve as the heart of a learner organization (Neefe, 2001). Shared vision is important 
for groups, teams and organizations because efforts and people and provides energy and capacity for 
innovation and encouraging risk-taking and experimentation for innovation (Akhavan & Jafari, 
2006).  
Team learning 
In learner organizations all jointly working together to implement the program (on which all 
members agree) (Crainer, 1998). Collective learning is the process which increases capacity of 
group members so that the result will be desirable for them (Raste Moghaddam, 2006). Team 
learning is a mechanism that can allocate values, goals and knowledge among teachers, staff, 
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administrators, parents, community members, students and administrators in the school system 
appropriately (Hamidi Zade & Ashrafi). Teams that don’t develop learning, will not be productive 
or successful as those who are open to accepting new ideas (Paterson, 1999). Networking and 
collaboration are the key strategies of organizational learning. Schools (organizations) that have 
developed a culture of learning continually, are addressing constantly solving new problems through 
team learning. They focus on identifying problems, offering solutions and implementing solutions 
(Hamidi Zade & Ashrafi). 
In a study entitled "Learning University" (Araste & Enayati, 2008), the researcher has 
reviewed and commented on the idea of learner organizations and the use of it in the universities 
when they can be adapted to the changing environment, they can be changed to the learner 
universities. Based on the results of their research, Patterson argues that there are universities that 
learn and also develop learning. 
In a study that the field investigations examines the components of a learner organization 
include: shared vision, organizational culture, work and team learning, sharing knowledge, 
systematic thinking, leadership and the merits of employees and reviews the maturity level of 
organizational learning in the traditional and non-traditional universities, he has found that modern 
universities in the dimensions of "organizational culture", "work and team learning" and "systematic 
thinking"  have had higher levels of learning than the traditional universities. In addition, modern 
universities have had more "organizational learning" than traditional universities (Shahlaaee & 
Kheir Andish, 2010). 
Another study entitled "Towards universities as learner organizations" with a literature 
review of learner organizations and their relationship with strategic management and organizational 
postmodern analysis, have presented assumptions and then has studied common activities in British 
universities. The results showed that universities are institutions that have a special opportunity to 
match ideas and activities related to the learner organization and have major responsibilities in this 
direction (Jamalzade, Rahgozar, & Alavi, 2011). 
In a study entitled „study of the learner organization features in instructive organization“ 
Arash Raste Moghaddam in terms of organizational learning and the use of survey questionnaires 
answered by the directors of the University, finds that at present, this university has a few 
characteristics of a learner organization and is far from its favorable situation (Brace, Kemp, & 
Snelgar, 2010). 
In a study „entitled assessment of readiness of Iran University of Medical Science to become 
a learner organization“ Hamidi Zadeh & Ashrafi with descriptive-survey in1428 statistical 
population, a randomly sample of 137 individuals were selected and a questionnaire was used to 
collect data on five components of LO. The results showed that IRAN University of Medical 
Sciences that has responsibility for education and instructive, does not have the characteristics of a 
learner organization and its readiness to become a learner organization is currently weak (Hasani, 
2006). 
In a study entitled „assessment of The Islamic Azad University based on the characteristics 
of learner organizations: the case of Islamic Azad University in Gilan and Mazandaran in 2008“  
studied 17 features of LO. Data collected by a sample of 385 faculty members, presidents and vice 
presidents of this society, with 77-item Likert scale of 5 degrees to collect data on organizational 
learning. The results have shown differences in various aspects of the learner organization (Khalili 
Shoorini, 2004). 
In a study entitled „Learning organization as a tool for better and more effective schools“ the 
researcher highlights the relations between a knowledge-rich economy and the quality of higher 
education with special regard to the Preparation of teachers and schools that all serve as a 
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motivating environment for learning. He used the Senge concept for interpreted schools behavior to 
learning. He provides a brief overview of the characteristics of the 82 schools based on the complex 
diagnosis model. The applied model integrates three key concepts: the culture and the efficiency of a 
school organization were investigated with the application of the Competing Values Framework 
model; the behavioral competences of opinion leaders in schools were tested with a professional HR 
model; schools made SWOT analyses of themselves focusing on their learning capacity. These three 
concepts/models were integrated in one complex and holistic model, which provided a firm basis for 
the analyses. Then he describes how the characteristics of schools as learning organizations were 
formed, and what differences arose among the schools (Baráth, 2015). 
In a study entitled „Knowledge sharing behaviors among non academic staff of higher 
learning institutions: Attitude, subjective norms and behavioral intention embedded model“ The 
researchers tested the hypotheses from the survey data from the non-academic staff of different 
private and public higher learning institutions in Malaysia. This research also applied confirmatory 
factor analysis and structural equation modeling to examine the proposed hypothesis of this inquiry.  
Table 1: Summary of Theories on the LO 
Theorist component of the LO 
Senge (1990) interpersonal qualifications, mental models, shared vision, team learning, 
systematic thinking 
Pedler and others 
(1991) 
learning strategies, shared policy development, awareness, accountability, 
control and internal transactions 
Garvin (1993) the ability to create knowledge (creating new ideas), acquisition, transfer and 
application of new knowledge (fundamental changes in methods of work) 
Vic and Leon 
(1995) 
leadership with vision, planning / evaluation, information (internal and external) 
and innovation / creativity 
Marquardt (1996, 
2002) 
systems model of learner organization: the learning subsystem (creating the 
dynamics of learning) subsystem of the organization (organizational 
development), subsystem of group (empowering individuals), a subsystem of 
knowledge (KM) and subsystem technologies 
Jfart and Marsyk 
(1996) 
continuous learning, production of knowledge and participation in the systematic 




continuous learning, promotion of research and dialogue, encouraging a sense of 
collaboration and team learning, empowering employees achieving a collective 
vision, design and implementation of systems for participation in the learning 
system related to their environment and strategic leadership 
Mumford (1997) to increase functional capabilities (perform a realistic emphasis on the ultimate 
goal and respond to developments in the industry), enhanced variability (acting 
flexibly, resorting to innovataion, reducing cycle time and work to attain new 
knowledge), and improving performance (increasing and improving the 
performance and management of independent working groups) 
Harrison (1999) emphasizing the learning culture based on collective learning process, creating 
new ideas and innovation, systematic thinking and continuous attention to the 
vision, mission and strategy of the organization 
The results of this research clearly explain how academic institutions may proceed for 
knowledge sharing culture in their respective department by considering the variables used in this 
inquiry. If the office of any academic institution feels that the knowledge sharing among the non-
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academic staff is still low, they can utilize the factors as a tool to facilitate the advancement of the 
knowledge sharing environment in their respective sections (Rahman, et al. 2016). 
In a study entitled „To evaluate the readiness of organizations“ working in the aviation 
industry to become a learner organization in SATTARI University was conducted using a 
questionnaire by Shahlee and Kheir Andish, it was found that there is a significant gap on some 
aspects of this organization to become a learner organization (Alvani, 2010). 
ATAFAR and BAHRAMI SASANI studied using components of a learner organization in 
the public and Azad universities in SHAHREKORD. The results showed that the use of individual 
capabilities in Azad University is more than average and in Public University it is located at the top 
level. The use of mental models in both of them was determined less than average and the use of the 
common goal, team learning and systematic thinking was more than average in Azad University and 
was determined below the average level at Public University (Robins, 2003). 
Methodology 
In terms of the method of implementation, the research is descriptive and from the point of 
view of results, it can be functional, because it can help the managers to make decisions based on 
the findings. 
The population studied in this research is all employees of the Centre for Higher Education 
Teachers of Qom (Martyr Ayatollah TALEGHANI and Ayatollah MADANI) that have a bachelor 
or higher and work in administrative or teaching. 
The study population included 87 employees of two centers ,,the head 2, the deputy 4, 
director and experts head 4, experts 22 and 55 teachers. 
As this case study has no basis for generalization, there is no need to estimate the sample size 
and due to limitation of the population of staff and teachers in two teacher training centers, the entire 
community is involved in the review. 
Regarding the participation of all staff and faculty at the two centers to evaluate their 
perspectives on organizational learning and components of the learner organization, we can 
consider full coverage of the census or sampling. 
In order to collect data from a questionnaire with 5-point Likert scale response packet is 
used. 
The first part of the questionnaire provides demographic information and the second part 
contains statements that are based on the theory of an LO. 
LO Questionnaire: the Questionnaire written by LO's professor Khodayar Abili and 
doctoress Shahindokht Khwrazmi was used in drafting the questionnaire. The Questionnaire consists 
of 40 questions and focuses on the five component of LO. In order to assess the validity of the 
questionnaire, at first academic advisors and a number of professionals in the field of learner 
organization were interviewed to confirm the validity. To evaluate reliability of the questionnaire, 
after implementing the questionnaire on case study, we have used Cronbach's alpha analysis to 
assess the reliability of the questionnaire. After factor analysis and removing inappropriate 
questions, the reliability of the questionnaire was found 0.96 which indicated the appropriate 
reliability of the questionnaire. To reduce the factors also by using factor analysis, the questions 
have been deleted which eventually overlap with any other questions and finally we determined 
questions that evaluate properly the5-fold components as follows: 
Questions 1, 2, 5, 7, 8, 9, 13, 23, 25, and 26 for evaluating individual capabilities; 
Questions 32 and 35 for evaluating mental models; 
Questions 33, 34, 36, 37, and 38 for evaluatinga shared vision; 
Questions 11, 15, 16, 21, 27, and 29 for evaluating systematic thinking; 
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Questions 24, 28, 30, 31 for evaluating team learning. 
To analyze the data collected from the studied samples, SPSS21 Software was used for data 
processing and descriptive and inferential analysis. 
In order to evaluate the organizational learning in each case of the centers, the mean scores 
obtained from the questionnaires (to evaluate how organizational learning) are compared with a 
specified value (the neutral point: 81) using one-sample t-test. To determine differences of 
organizational learning generally and the five components of two Campuses, the two–group 
independent t-test was used  (Hodkinson, 2006).  
Results 
To answer the first research question: How is the current state of organizational learning at 
the Teacher training University of Qom? A single sample t-test was conducted to determine if a 
statistically significant differce existed between organizational learnig scores from a sample used in 
the study and the general population. The emploees of Teacher training university of Qom received 
statistically no significantly higher organizational learning scores (M=80.29, SD=18.46) than the 
general population, t(50)=-0.273, p=0.786. 
Table 2: Descriptive statistics of learner organization at the Teacher training University of 
Qom 
One-Sample Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Learner organization 51 80.2941 18.46867 2.58613 
Table 3: One sample t test statistics of the learner organization at the Teacher training 
University of Qom 
One-Sample Test 
 Test Value = 81 
t df Sig. (2-
tailed) 
Mean Difference 95% Confidence Interval of the 
Difference 
 Lower Upper 
Learner organization -.273 50 .786 -.70588 -5.9003 4.4885 
To answer the second research question: How is the current state of organizational learning 
at the Teacher training center Ayatollah TALEGHANI of Qom? A single sample t-test was 
conducted to determine if a statistically significant differce existed between organizational learnig 
scores from a sample used in the study and the general population. The  employees of Teacher 
Training University of Ayatollah TALEGHANI received statistically significantly lower 
organizational learning scores (M=72.81, SD=17.89) than the general population, t(26)=--2.377, 
p=0.025. 
Table 4: Descriptive statistics of learner organization at the Ayatollah TALEGHANI campus  
One-Sample Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Learner organization 27 72.8148 17.89077 3.44308 
 To answer the third research question: How is the current state of the organizational learning 
at the Teacher Training Center Ayatollah MADANI? A single sample t-test was conducted to 
determine if a statistically significant differce existed between organizational learnig scores from a 
sample used in the study and the general population. 
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Table 5: One sample t test statistics of learner organization at the Ayatollah TALEGHANI 
campus 
One-Sample Test 
 Test Value = 81 




95% Confidence Interval of the Difference 
Lower Upper 
Learner organization -2.377 26 .025 -8.18519 -15.2625 -1.1078 
The emploees of Teacher Training University of SHAHID AYATOLLAH MADANI 
received statistically significantly higher organizational learning scores (M=88.70, SD=15.49) than 
the general population, t(23)=-2.437, p=0.023. 
Table 6: Descriptive statistics of learner organization at the Ayatollah MADANI campus  
One-Sample Statistics 
 N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Learner organization 24 88.7083 15.49608 3.16312 
Table 7: One sample t-test statistics of learner organization at the Ayatollah MADANI campus 
One-Sample Test 
 Test Value = 81 
t df Sig. (2-tailed) Mean 
Difference 
95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 
 Lower Upper 
Learner organization 2.437 23 .023 7.70833 1.1649 14.2518 
To answer the fourth research question: How is the organizational learning difference 
between Ayatollah TALEGHANI and Ayatollah MADANI campuses? An independent-samples t-
test was conducted to compare the organizational learning in the two campuses Ayatollah 
TALEGHANI and Ayatollah MADANI. There was a significant difference in the scores for 
Ayatollah TALEGHANI (M=72.81, SD=17.89) and Ayatollah MADANI (M=88.70, SD=15.49); t 
(49)=3.37, p = 0.001. These results suggested that the campus really does have an effect on 
organizational learning. Specifically, our results suggest that when the emploees work in Ayatollah 
MADANI campus, their organizational learning increases. 
Table 8: Descriptive statistics of learner organization at the two campuses  
Group Statistics 
 Campuses N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Learner organization Ayatollah TALEGHANI 27 72.8148 17.89077 3.44308 
Ayatollah MADANI 24 88.7083 15.49608 3.16312 
 To answer the fifth research question: How are five components of the organizational 
learning (personal mastery, mental models, shared vision, team learning, and systematic thinking) in 
Teacher Training Center, Ayatollah TALEGHANI of Qom? A single sample t-test was conducted to 
determine if a statistically significant differce existed between the five components of the 
organizational learnig scores from the sample used in the study and the general population. The 
employees of Teacher Training University of Ayatollah TALEGHANI received statistically 
significantly less scores in mental models (M=4.77, SD=1.92) than the general population, t(26)=-
3.29, p=0.003. 
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Table 9: Two independent samples t-test statistics of learner organization at the Ayatollah 
TALEGHANI and Ayatollah MADANI campuses 
Independent Samples Test 
 Levene's Test t-test for Equality of Means 
















.198 .659 -3.370 49 .001 -15.89352 4.71570 -25.37 -6.41 
Equal variances 
not assumed 
  -3.399 48.973 .001 -15.89352 4.67549 -25.28 -6.49 
But received statistically nosignificantly less or higher scores in Personal mastery (M=27.03, 
SD=7.90) than the general population, t(26)=-1.94, p=0.062 and received statistically 
nosignificantly less or higher scores in Shared vision (M=13.70, SD=3.86) than the general 
population, t(26)=-1.74, p=0.093 and received statistically nosignificantly less or higher scores in 
Systematic thinking (M=16.22, SD=5.45) than the general population, t(26)=-1.69, p=0.103 and 
received statistically nosignificantly less or higher scores in Team learning (M=11.07, SD=2.52) 
than the general population, t(26)=-1.90, p=0.068. 
Table 10: Descriptive statistics of learner organization five components at the Ayatollah 
MADANI campus  
Statistics 
 Personal mastery Mental models Shared vision Systematic thinking Team learning 
Mean 27.0370 4.7778 13.7037 16.2222 11.0741 
Std. Deviation 7.90074 1.92820 3.86120 5.45847 2.52565 









95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 
Lower Upper 
Personal mastery 30 -1.949 26 .062 -2.96296 -6.0884 .1625 
Mental models 6 -3.294 26 .003 -1.22222 -1.9850 -.4595 
Shared vision 15 -1.744 26 .093 -1.29630 -2.8237 .2311 
Systematic thinking 18 -1.692 26 .103 -1.77778 -3.9371 .3815 
Team learning 12 -1.905 26 .068 -.92593 -1.9250 .0732 
To answer the sixth research question: How are five components of organizational learning 
(personal mastery, mental models, shared goals (vision), team learning, and systematic thinking) in 
Teacher Training Center, Ayatollah MADANI of Qom? A single sample t-test was conducted to 
determine if a statistically significant differce existed between the five components of organizational 
learnig scores from a sample used in the study and the general population. The employees of 
Teacher training university of Ayatollah MADANI received statistically significantly higher scores 
in team learning (M=14.12, SD=3.57) than the general population, t(23)=-2.909, p=0.008. But 
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received statistically nosignificantly higher scores in the Personal mastery (M=32.25, SD=6.63) than 
the general population, t(23)=1.66, p=0.11 and received statistically nosignificantly higher scores in 
the Mental models (M=6.62, SD=1.73) than the general population, t(23)=1.76, p=0.092 and 
received statistically nosignificantly higher scores in Shared vision (M=16.62, SD=3.87) than the 
general population, t(23)=2.54, p=0.052 and received statistically nosignificantly higher scores in 
Systematic thinking (M=19.08, SD=3.57) than the general population, t(23)=-1.428, p=0.167. 
Table 12: Descriptive statistics of learner organization in Ayatollah MADANI campus  
Statistics 
 Personal mastery Mental models Shared vision Systematic thinking Team learning 
Mean 32.2500 6.6250 16.6250 19.0833 14.1250 
Std. Deviation 6.63489 1.73988 3.87649 3.71737 3.57908 









95% Confidence Interval of 
the Difference 
Lower Upper 
Personal mastery 30 1.661 23 .110 2.25000 -.5517 5.0517 
Mental models 6 1.760 23 .092 .62500 -.1097 1.3597 
Shared vision 15 2.054 23 .052 1.62500 -.0119 3.2619 
Systematic thinking 18 1.428 23 .167 1.08333 -.4864 2.6530 
Team learning 12 2.909 23 .008 2.12500 .6137 3.6363 
To answer the seventh research question: How are five components of organizational 
learning differences in Teacher Training Center Ayatollah TALEGHANI and Ayatollah MADANI? 
An independent-sample t-test was conducted to compare the components of the organizational 
learning in two campuses Ayatollah TALEGHANI and Ayatollah MADANI.  
Table 14: Descriptive statistics of learner organization components in the two campuses 
Group Statistics 
 Campuses N Mean Std. Deviation Std. Error Mean 
Personal mastery Ayatollah Taleghani 27 27.0370 7.90074 1.52050 
Shahid Madani 24 32.2500 6.63489 1.35434 
Mental models Ayatollah Taleghani 27 4.7778 1.92820 .37108 
Shahid Madani 24 6.6250 1.73988 .35515 
Shared vision Ayatollah Taleghani 27 13.7037 3.86120 .74309 
Shahid Madani 24 16.6250 3.87649 .79129 
Systematic thinking Ayatollah Taleghani 27 16.2222 5.45847 1.05048 
Shahid Madani 24 19.0833 3.71737 .75880 
Team learning Ayatollah Taleghani 27 11.0741 2.52565 .48606 
Shahid Madani 24 14.1250 3.57908 .73058 
Learner organization Ayatollah Taleghani 27 72.8148 17.89077 3.44308 
Shahid Madani 24 88.7083 15.49608 3.16312 
There was a significant difference in the scores for all the components: The Personal mastery 
in Ayatollah TALEGHANI (M=27.03, SD=7.90) and  in Ayatollah MADANI (M=32.25, SD=6.63); 
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t (49)=2.53, p = 0.015. The Mental models in Ayatollah TALEGHANI (M=4.77, SD=1.92) and  in 
Ayatollah MADANI (M=6.62, SD=1.73); t (49)=3.57, p = 0.001. Shared vision in Ayatollah 
TALEGHANI (M=13.70, SD=3.86) and  in Ayatollah MADANI (M=16.62, SD=3.87); t 
(49)=2.692, p = 0.01. The Systematic thinking in Ayatollah TALEGHANI (M=16.22, SD=5.45) and  
in Ayatollah MADANI (M=19.08, SD=3.71); t (49)=2.208, p = 0.032. The Team learning in 
Ayatollah TALEGHANI (M=11.07, SD=2.52) and  in Ayatollah MADANI (M=14.12, SD=3.57); t 
(49)=3.548, p = 0.001. These results suggested that the campus really does have an effect on all the 
components of the organizational learning. Specifically, our results suggested that when the 
emploees work in Ayatollah MADANI campus, their organizational learning components increase. 
Table 15: Two independent samples t test statistics of learner organization five components at 
the Ayatollah TALEGHANI and Ayatollah MADANI campuses 
Component t-test for Equality of Means 






95% Confidence Interval 
of the Difference 
Lower Upper 
Personal mastery -2.534 49 .015 -5.21296 2.05744 -9.34755 -1.07837 
Mental models -3.574 49 .001 -1.84722 .51681 -2.88580 -.80864 
Shared vision -2.692 49 .010 -2.92130 1.08524 -5.10217 -.74042 
Systematic thinking -2.208 46.041 .032 -2.86111 1.29588 -5.46951 -.25271 
Team learning -3.548 49 .001 -3.05093 .86001 -4.77918 -1.32267 
Learner organization -3.370 49 .001 -15.89352 4.71570 -25.37008 -6.41696 
Discusssion 
Based on these findings, university employees of the Teacher Training Centers in Qom in 
terms of Organizational Learning are in the middle range. 
The Organizational learning in Ayatollah MADANI campus was estimated significantly 
higher than TALEGHANI campus. 
Ayatollah MADANI campus in the five components of the learning organization and 
organizational learning in general was significantly higher than Ayatollah TALEGHANI. 
The results of the research by the first category, fully confirmed the findings of 
RASEHMOGHADDAM (2006), HAMIDIZADEH, ASHRAFI and ARASTE (2008), ENAYATI, 
SHAHLAYI and KHEIR ANDISH (2010) researches. 
The findings reported by JAMALZADEH, RAHGOZAR and ALAVI in some components, 
such as individual capabilities, shared vision, team learning and systems thinking were different 
from these findings, It seems that the organizational environment of universities in terms of 
organizational learning have paradoxically obtained different results. Only the use of the mental 
models in this study is in line with the findings of ATTAFAR and BAHRAMI SASSANI. 
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